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Citizens of Ohio:

Community participation in determining school services is a cherished element of
our American heritage. During the past fifteen months, citizen invoRrement in charting
the course of education in Ohio has reached a pinnacle previously unattained in the
history of this nation. The process, involving more than 125,000 Ohioans, has included
local, county, and regional meetings and a culminating statewide seminar. The state
conference was a capstone which offered a representative group of 1,500 Ohio citizens
the oppertunity to recommend and record what they wanted in their schools.

Beginning in May, 1972, 604 school districts in Ohiomore than 95 per cent of
the districts in Ohioheld Local Citizen Seminars to identify priorities for a redesign of
educat.on in Ohio. In excess of 100.000 Ohioans were engaged in that series of
meetings. In October, 1972, nearly 20,000 persons, meeting in 88 County Citizen
Assemblies, reviewed tentative goals which had been factored by the Ohio State Univer-
sity Evaluation Center from data generated in the May meetings. The 4.000 Ohioans,
who expressed their opinions about goals and related issues in the twelve February.
1973, Regional Meetings, raised the total number of participants to approximately
125,000 persons. The response exceeded expectations.

The purpose of the fourth phase of the "Search For Consensus", the April 28th
state conference on 'Alternatives For Educational Redesign", was two-fold. The first
was to get citizen reaction to a series of proposed suggestions for redesigning educa-
tion which had been indicated in the prior conferences. The second was to secure
citizen response to six accountability procedures which had been developed in ac-
cordance with the accountability mandate in House Bill 475.

The recommendations of the participants will provide the basis for further re-
structuring and reports. Additional publications will focus upon teacher preparation,
governance of education, redesigning the curriculum, restructuring student program-
ming and school-community relations. Future plans also include four specific tasks.

First will be a complete evaluation of the State Board of Education standards. Second.
a conference involving the deans of the 53 Ohio teacher preparation institutions and
representatives of lay and education related organizations will be convened for the
purpose of restructuring teacher preparation patterns. Third, commun;cations will be
made to school officials concerning possible suggestions for educational change. Fourth,
recommendations will be proposed to the Genera, Assembly for legislative action.

The purpose of This report is to present, in a condensed form, the reactions of a
representative group of Ohioans at the April 28th state conference to the suggestions
generated by the nearly 125.000 participants in the local, county and regional seminars.

Sincerely.

Martin W. Essex
Superintendent of Public Instruction

)4.4*John R. Mackstroth. President
State Board of Education

(1 111.44.44t1,
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INTRODUCTION

In the early hours of a cloudy Saturday morning,
hundreds of Ohioans left their homes and journeyed
to Columbus to discuss some of the most important
issues facing education in the 1970's. These in-
terested citizens, students, teachers and school
administrators, more than 1500 in all, were respond-
ing to a request from the Ohio Department of
Education and became part of an historic citizen
assembly. The assembly culminated what is pre-
sumed to be the largest citizen involvement process
in the history of any nation.

Participants who attended that April 28. 1973,
conference entitled "Alternatives for Educational
Redesign" were asked to voice their concerns
about educational redesign and accountability so
that their opinions on these topics could be forwarded
to the State Board of Education and the Ohio General
Assembly for action.

The day's schedule included a brief opening
session, followed by group discussions on account-
ability or redesign, depending upon the personal
choice of each participant. The group meetings
began at approximately 10:45 a.m. and continued
until 3:15 p.m.

The number of groups in each arearedesign
and accountabilitywas almost equal: twenty-one
groups considered a paper entitled "Alternatives for
Educational Redesign", while twenty-three groups
saw two video tapes on six possible accountability
strategies and discussed each. Persons received
copies of the documents through a direct mailing in
advance of the meeting.

Each group included approximately thirty per-
sons so that an opportunity for maximum exchange
of ideas could be provided. Following the discussions,
the groups made a series of recommendations
and suggestions.

Each of the 44 small seminars was directed by a
chairman who was responsible for moderating the
discussion, a resource person who answered tech-
nical questions and a recorder. The recorder's task
was challenging indeedto record the recommenda-
tions, comments and votes of the group. Discussion
was often enthusiastic and moved quickly from
one point to another. At the conclusion of the
meeting, recorders submitted the forms on which
they had noted the opinions of the group to Depart-
ment of Education staff members.

The recorders' results were processed; votes
were tabulated and recorded by meeting room.
The results, in terms of small group totals and state
totals for each of the redesign suggestions and four
questions on the feasibility and potential effect of
accountability, are presented as Appendixes I and II
of this report. In addition to seeing their own group
results reported, it is hoped that participants will
also be able to get an overview of what happened in
other groups This report is being mailed directly to
all persons who attended the April meeting and is
also available to other interested persons.

Summaries of the comments and suggestions ,

from each seminar are included in this document.
Votes on recommendations which emanated from the
small groups are included in Appendixes III and IV.

i.
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Only recommendations with actual votes recorded
are includec Some individuals did not vote, and in
some groups not all discussion lead to a tally of votes.

The impetus for the April 28 Conference was
Amended Substitute House Bill 475, in which the
109th General Assembly enacted a five-point
accountability provision. The mandate required the
Department to perform five functions and report
its progress to the General Assembly by June 30,
1973. The five functions are:

1. Define the measurable objectives for which
schools are to be held accountable.

2. Develop a process to determine the extent to
which the objectives are met.

3. Identify the relevant factors relating to the
teaching-learning process.

4. Develop uniform accounting methods.

5. Report findings to all interested persons.

Following the enactment of House Bill 475, the State
Board of Education's Committee on Redesign and
lmnrovement met and concluded that determination
of the goals and objectives for which education
should be held accountablepoint one in the
accountability mandateshould come from the
citizens of Ohio. Thus, the concept of "Search for
Consensus" was initiated.

The response to the "Search for Consensus"
has exceeded all expectations. In May, 1972, 604
school districtsmore than 95%held Local Citizen
Seminars to identify the issues and priorities for
public schools. In excess of 100,000 Ohioans were
engaged in that series of meetings. Nearly 56,000
processable opinionnaires and 12.500 written
recommendations for improving the schools were
received. In October, 1972, nearly 20,000 Ohioans,
meeting in County Citizen Assemblies, reviewed the
tentative goals and objectives which had been
"factored" by the Ohio State University Evaluation
Center from data generated in the May meetings.
By and large. they supported and approved the
goals, but they indicated a desire to express their
opinions on the issues related to the goals.

The 4,000 Ohioans who expressed their
opinions about goals and related issues in the
February, 1973, Regional Meetings raised the
total number of participants engaged in the ",..;ilarch
for Consensus" process to more than 124,000.

.These persons confirmed their support of the goals
which were presented and identified numerous
"issues" related to the goals.

With the 1,500 persons who attended tile
State Conference, more than 125,000 Ohioans have
been involved in the past year in identifying solu-
tions for today's educational problems and charting
the future direction of education.

r
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RE. DESIGN

A large number of the suggestions included in the
"Alternatives for Educational Redesign" document
received a significant-60% or moretavorable
response in the twenty-one groups which considered
educational redesign. This large positive reaction
seems to indicate that participants felt that some
aspects of the present education process should be
modified. A summary report of their suggestions
in each of the major subject areas is listed below. A
room-by-room tabulated vote on each suggestion
is included in Appendix I. Appendix III includes
recommendations which came from each room
and the recorded vote to each of those reccmmenda-
tions The following summary is organized on the
basis of the document which was discussed.

Preservice Preparation
In the area of presence preparation, voting
participants tended to favor a four-year pattern for
teacher education beginning during the freshman
year One group, however, recommended that only a
few professional experiences be open to freshmen
and another group preferred a three-year program
with the addition of personalized counseling.

Participants tended to show support for field
experience in both the freshman and sophomore
year of college. Also recommended was increasing
the minimum number of field experience quarter
hours to twenty. The concept of dividing field experi-
ence evenly between an inner-city and either a rural,
perimeter or suburban school was also supported
by a majority vote of those responding. One group,
however, commented that such a requirement
would be difficult for those schools located some
distance from a city or suburban area.

One hundred per cent of the respondents
recommended that skills of measurement and evalua-
tion, and management of large and small groups
be included in the teacher education curriculum. In
addition, it was recommended that the professional
methodology of teaching be organized into a
discipline with a sequential pattern of course re-
quirements_ The concept that prospective teachers
be required to complete a thirty quarter hour major
in a scholarship area was also favored. Eighty-five
per cent supported the concept of a one-year
teaching internship following college graduation

The development of two new certificaton areas.
the teacher-educator-clinician and the teacher-
educator for field experience, received positive
support Requiring certification and teaching ex-
perience for college and university instructors pre-
paring teachers was favored by 95% of the
respondents

8

The concept of secondary English and social
studies teachers having a minimum of twenty quarter
hours, including classroom experience, in how to
teach reading received a slightly less than 50%
favorable response. One group, however, rec-
ommended that all teachers be required to have
training and experience in reading instruction.

Four questions relating to preservice preparation
received a less than 39% favorable vote. Voting
participants did not favor screening committees for
prospective teachers. Many comments noted that
diverse personalities were desirable and that
screening would tend to be negative rather than
positive. The concept of requiring a "B" average for
teachers was not supported. Voting participants
also rejected the use of an impartial referee to
review teacher performance.

Wendell Education for Teachers
Voting participants favored institutionalizing in-
service education by developing an institute within
the Ohio Department of Education and/or a university
for disseminating new knowledge and methodology.
Establishment of minimum standards for inservice
education was also supported. Recommendations
on this point, however, underlined a need for state
funding assistance if standards are to be
implemented.

Deployment of Teaching and Associated
Manpower
A slight majority of voting participants favored the
concept of an executive teacher directing a team
of teaching specialists. The use of paraprofessionals
who would perform such routines as roll and record
keeping under the teacher's management was
favored by 56% of the persons. One discussion
group specifically recommended, as an alternative to
paraprofessionals, that additional clerical help
be employed.

The concept of developing regional "volunteer
banks" received a favorable vote. These regional
banks would compile lists of persons with expertise
in certain areas willing to assist in classroom
planning or in presentations to students.

The concept of the Ohio Department of Education
assuming management of those school districts
which consistently fail to meet minimum standards
was rejected. The idea of legislation which would
prescribe teaching methodology and course con-
tent was not supported by those who responded.

Recommendations in the area of curriculum redesign
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indicate that voting participants heavily favor the
individualization of instruction. The redesign of
curriculum to begin with the development of
individual pupil profiles describing the student's
potential received 55% support. One group
recommended that such a profile be used for
prescriptive purposes only" and "not be used for
comparative or standardization purposes." Several
groups recommended that such a profile be
"continuous and ongoing" to avoid locking a
student into an early measurement. Many groups
favored the profile concept it it were a positive mea-
sure used to assist students in attaining their
potential Three groups specifically recommended
that any profiles he a private matter between students
and teachers.

Early identification of physical and academic
problems for accurate analysis of pupils was
recommended. Voting also showed a desire for a
redesigned curriculum so that each student would
have the opportunity to learn basic skills at his or
her optimum time. By the slightest of margins. 49%
to 51P1, the participants rejected the concept that
reading and arithmetic proficiency be demonstrated
before students could graduate from high school.

The development of individual, acceptable levels
of proficiency did receive support. Special year-long
classes in reading end arithmetic at the end of the
tenth grade were also recommended for students
not yet skilled in these areas. Participants in many
groips questioned the need for year-long classes.
but supported the principle that reading and
arithmetic were "basic

Fifty-two per cent of the voting participants
favored substitution of basic reading and mathematics
tor American literature if needed. Voting partici-
pants also favored career exploration beginning
with kindergarten and continuing through sixth grade.
including visits to places of employment, as well as
classroom discussions.

t4E L)F ')1( iN UDE NT PROGRAMMING
voting participants strongly recommended work
experience for the educable mentally retarded (EMFI)
student Among the recommendations was a require-
ment that supervised work experience prior to
graduation be substituted for some academic work
Also suggested was the establishment of work
experience as a factor in qualifying the educable
mentally retarded student for high school graduation
Several of the groups recommended that the
opportunity for work experience should be available
to the educable mentally retarded student but
not required.

The establishment of a counselor-roordinatre.
teacher to assist the disruptive student to adjuSt to

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

school and to develop an effective direction in his
or her academic and vocational education was sup-
ported by 74% of the respondents.

Participants also indicated a desire to
improve the educational opportunities of the ex-
ceptional child. They recommended providing credit
for independent study, special projects or educe-
bona! travel. They also supported the concept of
permitting exceptional children to transfer between
buildings and/or districts to benefit from courses
available only in other schools or districts. Several
groups thought that this concept should be extended
to all students rather than being limited to excep-
tional children.

Participants recommended that visitation and
study of various community resources be included
in the required six hour school day. However, they
did not support the idea of increasing the number of
required units for graduation to include a required
extracurricular learning experience. The concept of
requiring work experience for every student was
Overwhelmingly rejected. Several groups
commented that enough jobs could not be found, and
questioned who would be responsible for finding
the job if every student were required to have
work experience.

SCHOOL COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS
AND SERVICE
During the local District "Search for Consensus"
meetings in May of 1972. citizens considered
school-community communication as the top item.
Participants at the state meeting also noted their
interest in this area by supporting every redesign
suggestion relating to communication. Participants
recommended that local school distri,ts hold citizen
assemblies. Also recommended was periodic re-
porting of stucient profiles to parents at :east twice a
year, with the profile including an analysis of the
student's ability and achievement. One group thought
profile reporting was laudable but called attention
to the time that would be necessary for implementa-
tion. Voting participants also favored suitable
publications by schools for parents and also by
schools for parents without youngsters in school.

Voting showed a favorable response to the
concept of greater cooperation between and among
school and community officials over the use of
facilities and the sharing of construction and opera-
tional costs for libraries, swimming pools, and
the like.

The community school concept, with educa-
tional and recreational use of schools supported by
taxes. also received a favorable vote One group
stressed the need of regulations to cover Corn-
mu-lay use of school facilities

eather eileawtion?
9
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AC COUN TABU. I TY SMAL t. GROUP
DISCUSSIONS

The six proposed accountability models developed
pursuant to Amended Substitute House Bill 475
were the subject of 23 of the 44 small discussion
groups comprised of lay persons and educators at
the "Alternatives for Educational Redesign"
meeting on Saturday, April 28, 1973. Each person
In the groups had in his possession a summary of
each ot the models.

Each of the seminars had a chairman and a
resource person, as well as a recorder. The resource
person was a member of the Department of
Education staff, and was given one day of intensive
training in the content of the six accountability
models It was the function of this resource person
to answer questions by participants about the
content of the models. In addition to questions pre-
sented by the chairman of each group for the
purpose of stimulating discussion, each chairman
was requested to obtain, at the end of the day. a
ranking of each of the models along two dimen-
sions. the degree ot feasibility for each of the models
and the degree of improvement in education which
could be expected from each of the models.

Only tour groups tailed to record a vote along.
these two dimensions of feasibility and improvement.
The actual vote from each of the small groups on
each of the models can be found in Appendix II.
The tabular data has been converted into bar
graphs for ease of comprehension.

GRAPH I
Which model is most feasible')

52 1 PERCENTAGE RESPONDING

MODELS I Ii

54

184

63
2 9

VI

As can be seen by the first graph. a majority of the
voting participants felt that Model II was the most
feasible of the six models presented. No other
model approaches the amount of feasibility support
shown for Model II This model received nearly
three times as many votes along this dimension as
any of Die other five models

.

67 0 ..c.RCENTAGE RESPONDING

MODELS 1

GRAPH 2
Which model is least feasible',

154

43
84

11111 MIN
20 30

mon
H Iii IV VI

As can be seen from graph 2 an even greater
proportion of participants selected Model I as being
the feast feasible of the six models. No other model
was considered to be as difficult to implement as
Model I.

GRAPH 3 Which model would result in the most
improvement of education?

34 2

30 5 PERCENTAGE RESPONDING

75

111
MODELS I ii iIi IV V VI

21 0

47
1111 20

^1- ----,_ -- ---------
By a slight margin (34.2%30.5%), voting partic-
ipants selected Model I as the system W-fc..h h would
result in the most improvement. These figures
would seem to indicate no significant difference
in participant feeling about the effectiveness of
Models I and II in improving education It should be
noted that Model IV, a variation of Model II, received
the third highest rating on the improvement
dimension

11
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GRAPH 4 Whtch model would result in the
least trnproverheri,

24 0
26 2 PERCENTAGE

RESPONDING

25 25

20 0

25 0
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In this instance, Models II and IV again received
tally strong support, since only 5.0% of the voting
participants felt that these two models would offer
the least improvement in education.

Based on the tabulation of votes, as indicated
in these four graphs. Model II seems to have the
greatest amount of support. Model II was voted
the most feasible model by 52.1%, whereas only
4.3% felt it to be least feasible. At the same time,
30.5% felt that Model II would offer the most
improvement in education, whereas only 2.5% felt
it would offer the least improvement.

In addition tc the comments along the variables
of feasibility and improvement, the groups made
several other suggestions. Listed below is a
summary of those recommendations by model
number. Appendix IV includes a room-by-room
table of recommendations.

MODEL I
Six of the 23 small groups voted to recommend that
Model I be rejected as an accountability system
for the State of Ohio Among the reasons given by
these groups for the rejection of Model I were: 1)
excessive implementation time required; 2) great
expense; 3) impracticality: 4) lack of precise defini-
tion of transaction; and 5) lack of input from stu-
dents and parents. In considering Model I, one group
veld that students, parents, and industry should also
be involved in tt.e setting of goals. Another rec-
ommendation on Model I called for a procedure
to avoid ar impasse when transaction breaks down.
One grow) specifically called for teachers to set
up meacarable classroom goals. taking into con-
siderAtion the goals and abilities of the students

12

MODEL It
Two of the small groups specifically recommended
that Model II not be adopted. Two groups stated
opposition to Model II because it did not provide for
including in the accountability system such factors
as home influence, educational facilities, and so
on, which affect student learning. On the other
hand, one group lid vote to accept Mode( II as
written, while anotner voted to accept the model with
certain modifications.

Five of the small groups recommendel that
specific changes should be made ir. Model For
instance, one group recommended that local dis-
tricts should establish their own goals and ob-
jectives through a process of involvement of
parents, students, and citizens at the building level.
Another recommended that schools be encouraged
to set additional objectives which are not measurable
and for which the schools would not be held
accountable, while still another group wished to
include aptitude tests along with attitude and
achievement tests in Model II. One group recom-
mended that the total curriculum should be reviewed
at the local level. This review would be conducted
for the purpose of establishing preference for
criterion-referenced tests.

MODEL III

Five groups voted to reject Model III as an account-
ability system. One of these groups gave as a
reason the fact that, under this system, it would be
possible for the state to take over local school
districts. One additional group, while not voting for
the rejection of Model III, recommended strongly
that local control not be removed from the districts.
Other groups recommended that additional state
bureaus be developed only after intensive studies in
relation to thn need for those offices; that the
State Department of Education provide help to local
districts to build an accountability system in each
district; and that an Office of Citizen Advocacy at
the state level be added to any model which might be
adopted.

MODEL IV
Five small groups recommended the outright
rejection of Model IV in part because of the use of
testing in that model. One group recommended that
reporting should be done on a district-by-district basis.

MODEL V
Four groups recommended that Model V be
rejected. A total of six groups specifically recom-
mended that standardized testing not be used as a

y
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part of this model Two groups recommended that it
tests are to be used, the tests should not be used
until pertotinance objectives have been created
One group recommended that schools not be
compared at all until all schools are equal.

IV, if ijt

Six separate groups recommended that Model VI
not be accepted. Three groups suggested that
testing programs should be related to student
improvement or achievement. One of those groups
specifically stated that Model VI does not benefit the
student, rather it merely provides statistical data
for the state legislature.

kip NDATK.IV,

In addition to the recommendations made on
specific models, many of the small groups had more
general recommendations For instance, six of the
groups recommended that none of the present
models be selected as the Ohio accountability
system, while tour groups stroi gly held that schools
and districts should not be compared at all on the
basis of testingparticularly standardized testing
alone. One group indicated that a combination of
both criterion-referenced and standardized testing
was the most desirable testing approach. It should
be noted that there were more recommendations
opposing the use of standardized tests than any other
single type of recommendation

Seven small groups recommended that other
models be developed, even if additional time must be
requested by the Department of Education One
group recommended that one of the existing models
be modified, with that modification being based on
comments by participants at the state meeting, while
another recommended that the Department form a
new model, incorporating the best parts of all the
existing models. Two small groups specifically
recommended that the Ctizen Advocacy Office or an
ombudsman be Included in any model adopted

Three of the small groups recommended that
any model which is adopted indicate that account-
ability is a shared process among various groups of
people in the educational community and environ-
ment. such as parents, faculty. students,
administrators, school boards. State Department.
and the legislature Two groups, moreover,
recommended that the chosen model go through
a period of pilot study prior to implementation on a
statewide basis, while one group recommended
that procedures be specified by practitoriers

Ft, it' JO%
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Would 

you 

recommend 

that 

education 
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learning 
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recommend 

that 

all 
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least 

30 
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all 
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teachers 
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valid 
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certificate? 
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BEST tort MIRILABLE

DISCUSSION GROUP EVALUATION OF SIX ACCOUNTABILITY MODELS

CIVIL
AERONAUTICAL I II

211 0 4

213 , 3 7

214 2 4

216 1 24

217 NO VOTE

220 0 14 0 0 0 1

221 10 11 1 1 1 1

3 21 0 0 0 0

223 0 4 0 9 0 0

LAZENBY I II

106 1 8

108 0

109A NO VOTE

109C 0 8

113 0 8

206 1 5

ROBINSON

WHICH MODEL IS MOST FEASIBLE

4 11 0 1

4 11 0 1

0 0 0

IV V VI

2007 0 1 0 0 0

2009 NO VOTE

2011 0 14 0 0 0 0

2025 NO VOTE

2143 1 10 4 0 0 0

2147 17 0 0 0 0 0

2151 8 2 0 0 0 2

2153 0 4 3 7 2 4 i

rIII IV V VI

0 9 0 0

0 6 0 0

0 0 0 1

1 0 0 0

RI IV V VI

0 0 0 0

0 11 5 4

PERCENT 14.9 52.1 5.4 18.4 2.9 8.3 I

TOTAL
4T

9 20

20

t

I

13

9

0

19

15

10

9

13

I

0

18

27

27

10

I

WHICH MODEL IS LEAST FEASIBLE

to III iv

0 0 0

0 5 1

0 4 0

0 3 0

2 0 0
5 9 1

0 8 1

0 0 0

II III IV

0 2 0

0 3 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

2 2 2

II III IV

V VI

0 0
0 2

2 1

0 0

V VI

1 0
0 0
3 3

0 0

5 0

1 0
1 0
2 2

V VI

15 1 1 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 9

15 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 16 0 0 0

1 2 0 1 5 1

17 2 0 1 0 0

-231 15 63 7 29 10 I

870 4.3 15.4 2.0 8.4 3.0

t. Le; c 41/4: jo



BEST COPT MUM

CIVIL

WHICH MODEL WOULD RESULT IN
THE MOST IMPROVEMENT

AERONAUTICAL II! IV V

211 2 1P 0 1 0 0

213 6 1 0 4 0 0

214 2 2 0 0 0 1

216 10 11 1 0 0 0

217 NO VOTE

220 0 13 0 0 0 0

221 15 8 1 0 0 0

222 11 10 1 0 0 0

223 0 4 0 10 0 0

LAZENBY 1
II III IV V VI

106 1---- 4 2 0 0 0 0

108 t 0 0 1 16 2 1

109A NO VOTE

109C ; 3 1 4 13 0 1

113 : 3 1 4 13 0 1

206 0 3 0 0 0 0

ROBINSON 1 1 11 III IV V VI

2007 2 5 1 0 8 2

2009 NO VOTE

2011 0 10 0 0 0 0

2025 NO VOTE

2143 2 9 5 0 1 0

2147 17 0 0 0 0 0

2151 17 0 0 0 0 0

2153 7 0 4 5 3 0

TOTAL 101 02 14

PERCENT 34.2 30.5 7.5 21.0 4.7 2.0

WHICH MODEL WOULD RESULT IN
THE LEAST IMPROVEMENT

I 0 III IV V

8 0 1 0

1 0 7 0
0 0 3 1

1 0 15 0

5 0 5 1

0 0 16 3

3 0 7 0

11 0 0 0

I II III IV

1 0
1 2 5 2

12 1 0 0

12 1 0 0

3 0 1 0

I II III IV

0 9

0 8

2 1

5

0 1

VI

9 0

2 3

12 3

12 3

2 4

V V1

12 1 2 0

0 0 0 0 10

5 0 1 0 0

0 1 16 0 0

0 1 1 0 4

2 1 1 1 0

I 76

9

0

6

16

[24.0 2.5 20.2 2.5 20.0 25.0

the eikt,ffise,4,4" 9r r
21



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

DISCUSSION GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS
ON ALTERNATIVES FOR EDUCATIONAL REDESIGN

Listed below are the written recommendations which groups
voted on during the Saturday, April 28, 1973 State Meeting.
The recommendations have been retained in the recorders
language whenever possible.

PE-COMMENDATION

REDESIGN OF TEACHER EDUCATION
Pfeservice Preparation

All prospective teachers shall have competent
services available to them, enabling them to
determine whether or not they should continue in
their teacher preparation program.

It should be the objective of the education profession
to develop criteria for screening potential teacher
candidates.

Some teacher preparation courses should be
available and open to the freshman in college.

All prospective teachers shall, for a minimum of
ten weeks, be required to fully participate in a
regular school program.

When possible, student teaching experience should
be varied to include teaching children from different
cultural, socio-economic, and racial backgrounds.

Student teachers should have some working
experience with inner-city school children.

Teachers should learn how to motivate individuals in
addition to large and small groups.

Methods courses with more meaningful content
should be developed.

More than thirty quarter hours in a major scholarship
area should be required for teachelprepsration..

All teachers should have training and experiences in
reading instruction.

Inservice Education for Teachers

State funding should be used to implement inservice
programs as provided by existing State standards.

Deployment of Teaching and Associated
Manpower

Role and record keeping functions should be
done by additional clerical staff funded with state
resources.

VOTE
BUILDING-ROOM No Yes No

Denney 212

Denney 212

Hagerty 316B

Denney 212

Denney 212

Hagerty 322

Denney 207

Denney 207

Denney 207

Denney 212

Denney 212

Denney 212

. %. . # ::t !

414 .v"

; tJiIU
22

28 3

14 12

18 1

31 0

30 1

29 0

24 2

24 0

24 0

31 0

26 2

13 5

i.t_ ti,i



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

VOTE
RECOMMENDAT iON BUILDING-ROOM No. Yu No

REDESIGN OF CURRICULUM

Individual student diagnosis should be an on-going
process which would help the child reach his
potential in the basic skills, the information being
shared with the student only.

Individual profiles should be developed by the
teacher, parents, and child. Thsy should be
confidential and used for prescription purposes only
with no use for comparative or standardization
purposes.

individual profiles should be continuous and
encourage more than an assessment of mental and
physical capabilities.

Individual student profiles should indicate areas of
strengths and weaknesses and serve as a basis for
prescribing measures designed to assist the child to
achieve his or her potential.

There should be continuous diagnosis of learning
potential and achievement followed by teaching to
to meet the individual differences with profiles being
confidential.

Each school district should begin a plan of early
identification (kindergarten or earlier) on physical,
academic, emotional problems with an assessment
developed permitting more accurate analysis of
pupil achievement and ability in the early primary
years.

All youngsters should be required to demonstrate an
ability in reading and arithmetic commensurate with
his individual profile before high school graduation.

Acceptable levels of proficiency in language arts
and arithmetic should be required based on
individual student potential and not a group norm.

Youngsters who do not acquire basic reading and
arithmetic skills should be provided special classes
until proficiency has been demonstrated.

Special classes required to achieve proficiency in
reading. language arts, and arithmetic should be
allowed as credit toward graduation.

Denney 209 27 1

Hagerty 320 30 5

Hagerty 325 24 0

Hagerty 425 23 3

Arps 388 22 3

Arps 385 24 0

Arps 387 25 0

Denney 209 27 1

Arps 388 28 2

Denney 209 28 0

91' sea )ol's curriciiitt ?
23



RECOMMENDATION

BO COPY AVAILABII

REDESIGN OF STUDENT PROGRAMMING

Work experience equivalent to one academic unit
should be allowed but not required.
_ . _ _

Ohio should endeavor to develop an educational
system that is directed toward children becoming
self-sufficient and independent as possible, as soon
as possible.

Meaningful work experience in the high school
curriculum should be encouraged.

Supervised work experience for the educable
mentally retarded youngster should be allowed to
substitute for some academic work prior to high
school graotiation.

Work experience for the educable mentally retarded
youngster should be allowed but not mandated as a
qualification for high school graduation.

Specialized instructional programs should be offered
to supplement the normal classroom Instruction for
disruptive pupils who fail In regular classrooms.

According to school district need, the position of
counselor-coordinator-teacher should be created to
provide the opportunity for disruptive youngsters
to adjust to the school environment.

Exceptional children should be allowed to transfer
between buildings and/or districts to benefit from
special programs if approved by the receiving
school.

SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS AND
SERVICE

local school districts should hold citizen assemblies
so that the public will have the opportunity to
review and evaluate methods goals, and objectives
for their schorils.

The increased use of school buildings for community
use should be at the discretion of the local
community.

School buildings should be used only for approved
educational and recreational activities with sensible
rules and regulations developed by the school board.

VOTE
BUILDING-ROOM No. Yes No

Aips 287 24 0

Arps 388 22 4

Denney 209 26 2

Arps 287 23 0

Arps 387 24 0

Hagerty 425 23

Arps 287 24 0

Denney 209 28 0

Hagerty 425 22 3

Denney 209 28 0

Denney 209 19 8

Alps 289 17 0

Denney 209 28 0

24

rea *fqirgit of
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DISCUSSION GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS
ON ACCOUNTABILM

A number of recommendations were made with respect to the
accountabMty models. Listed below are those recommenda-
tions by the room number of the group making the suggestion,
and the recorded vote. The recommendations have been re.
tabled in the recorders language whenever possible. (A "U"
Indicates unanimous vote)

MODEL I

RECOMMENDATION

It would take too long to implement Model I.

Include aptitude tests along with attitude and
achievement tests.

Model I should be removed from further
consideration because it is too cumbersome, time-
consuming and expensive.

Provisions should be made to handle an impasse.

Model I should be eliminated from any further
consideration.

Model I is too lengthy, time-consuming and
expensive.

Model I should not be accepted. It is too involved.

Students and parents should be included in reaching
goals, in addition to industry and education.

Model I should be tried experimentally in one school
or locale rather than on a state-wide basis.

Rather than spending time developing accountability
models, the Search for Consensus program should
be redirected toward developing better communica-
tions with educators, citizens, etc., especially at the
local level.

There must be pre and post tests to assess results.

Total cost estimates should be reported for all
models.

BUILDING -ROOM No.

Lazenby 108

Lazenby 106

Lazenby 113

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 206

Lazenby 206

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 220

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 220

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

Aeronautical
Civil and
Engineering 222

MODEL II

Accept Model 0 with modifications

Local schools should establish their own local goals
and objectives by involving parents, students, and
citizens in their building problems to develop their
own programs and submit them to the district.
Each district would report to the State through a
representative elected by their peers.

Robinson 2011

Robinson 2011

VOTE
Yes No

12 0

7 0

24 3

10 2

24 0

24 1

23 3

20 4

14 4

25 3

24 0

15 0

15 2

15 0

25
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7,7 - --1.1

The total curriculum should be reviewed at the local
level. Collect and review curriculum materials at local
building level to establish performance objectives

test items.

Delete the sentence: "Different reports for different
types of audiences are recommended by the model."

Accept Model

Not in favor of Model IL Reasons; standardized
tests do not provide for accountability in other areas,
i e , home influence, schoJI administration.
education facilities, etc.
The.

....______
pi recer should be added: "Schools would be

encouraged to set additional objectives which are
not measurable, and they would not be held
accountable for them."

Drop Model II entirely.

A random sample should be added to Model II.

Suggest behavioral objectives and performance
criteria be used. Evaluation has to be more
than paper and pencil testing.

Eliminate standardized testing.

Prefer criterion referenced tests.

DAC; F3O;1M N,
VOTE

Yes No

Robinson 2011 14 0

Robinson 2011 9 2

Robinson 2011 21 2

flobinson 2147 U

Robinson 2151

^^.
Robinson 2151

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 223

MODEL III

Local control should not be removed.

Additional state bureaus should be developed only
after intensive studies in relation to need.

State Department of Education should provide
financial and technical help to local districts to build
an accountability system in each local district.

Reject Model III.

Scrap Model III.

Model III should be rejected.

Throw out number III because it is possible for the
State to take over local school districts.

State offices are necessary because of opposition to
statewide testing of student achievement.

This model is not acceptable.
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Lazenby 109C

Robinson 2007

Robinson 2007

_ . .

Robinson 2011

Robinson 2025

Robinson 2147

Robinson 2151

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

_ _

Civ.I and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

16

10 6

24 0

24 0

24 0

20 0

-- -
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22 0

19 0

25 1

U

U

25 0

26 0
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MODEL IV

Reporting should be done on a district-by-district
basis to the State.

Model IV should be rejected.

Model IV should be rejected.

Reject IV because of standardized testing.

There should be a random sampling of students,
teachers, superintendents, principals. There should
be local evaluation rather than have district
reporting.

Eliminate standardized testing.

Model IV is unacceptable.

! )'

Robinson 2007

Robinson 201'i

Robinson 2025

Robinson 2147

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

. .

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

MODEL V

Lazenby 106

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 113

Standardized tests should not be used as a basis
for comparison.

There should be a moratorium on standardized tests
until the performance objectives are stated.

We cannot demand equal accountability across the
state until all schools are on equal basis. e.g.. fiscal
plena. etc.

Comparison of schools should not be made until all
are equal.

Use of standardized tests, somewhat similar to the
Michigan system. are not the solution. Eliminate the
model.

If tests are used as part of the criteria, no test
should be used until new performance objectives
can be developed.

Reject this model.

Model V should be rejected.

Accountability should not include any mandated
standardized tests.

Throw out Model V entirely.

This model should not be seriously considered.

Keep testing related to acnievement.

If we keep in testing in the model, relate it to
improvement.

Reject this model.

Model VI should be rejected.

Lazenby 206

Robinson 2011

Robinson 2025

Robinson 2147

Robinson 2151

MODEL VI

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 113

Robinson 2011

Robinson 2025

VOI L
Yes No

22 0

16 1

23 3

U

21 0

24 1

24 0

U

10 1

10 0

10 0

22 1

24 0

18

23

U

21 1

U

26 0

28 0

14 0

3 23

27
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This model does not benefit the student. It just
provides statistical data for State legislature. We do
not approve of model as stated.

Drop Model VI.

Throw it out.

Eliminate standardized testing.

Robinson 2143

Robinson 2151

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

Civil aid
Aeronautical
Engineonng 217

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

There is no model that is presented here that could
be adopted as written.

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 216

Some other model or combination of models should
be adopted.

Any accountability model accepted by the legislature
should include students, teachers, principals,
superintendents, legislature, parents, boards and the
responsibilities of each group should be defined.

Schools should not be compared using any criteria
in regard to accountability.

Do not want standardized tests at any time.

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Parents should be involved in accountability models.
They should have some input and control over the
goals set.

Even though we voted on the summary question, we
do not approve of these methods of accountability.

All six accountability models should be restructured
and combined to form a revised model. This will
result in the primary accountability of public
education in the State of Ohio to the parents, rather
than to the state, counties, local school boards or
to the Ohio legislature. An accountability system in
each local district is necessary and desirable
primarily to help districts provide and move to a
more complete quality education.

Implementation procedures, regardless of model,
should be specified by practitioners.

28

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 220

Civil and
Aeronautical
Enginering 220

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 220

Civil and
Aeronatuticat
Engineering
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There should be feedback on individual students
regardless of the model.

Must first diagnose the problems and keep it simple
and from local to slate.

Anti-standardized testing.

All areas of curriculum should be assEssed.

This group is for criterion referenced testing and
against standardized testing, or for a combination of
the two.

For criterion referenced testing:
For a combination of the two kinds of tests.

There must be a way for establishing accountability
of all involved in school systems parents.
teacher, administrators and school boards.

Any model adopted should cover all facets of
educational community and environment, such as
parents. faculty, students, etc.

The Citizen Advocacy Boaro or an ombudsman
should be retained in any model.

The State Department of Loucation should request a
reasonable extension of time, not to exceed three
months. from the legislature, to form a new model
incorporating the best parts of all the other models.

Citizens Advocacy Board should be retained in any
model recommended. An ombudsman should be
provided.

The State Department of Education should request
more time for development of a more suitable model

a reasonable length of time.

If the State Legislature is going to mandate
accountability to school districts, the Sr lte should
provide funds to support the mandated program.

We cannot accept any of the six models.

Whatever model is chosen should go through a pilot
program before it becomes statewide.

One of the models should be modified, basing
modification on comments by participants at this
conference.
Oppose standardized (norm referenced) tests in any
form in any models.

, 7
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Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 221

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 222

Civil aid
Ae:onautical
Engineering 222

Lazenby 106

Lazenby 106

Lazbi 'by 109A

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 113

Lazenby 113

Lazenby 206

Civil and
Aeroi iautical
Engineering 214

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 214

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 214

Civil and
Aeronautical
Engineering 221- - -- _

VOTE
Yes No

23 0

20 0

27 0

24 0

10 0

18 0

10 1

34 0

34 0

17 13

27 0

17 13

36 0

18 0

16 0

10 9

18 3

29
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3choots and districts should not be compared on
the basis of achievement tests alone. Robinson 2007

There is e need tor clear and concise identification
of relevant factors related to the learning process. Robinson 2007

We as a group oppose all six models of account-
ability and ask the State Department of Education
to develop pilot projects which do not involve
standardized testing and have sufficient guarantees
that any other type of testing will not be used for
staff evaluation but for student progress and
evaluation. These pilot studies should be tested over
a sufficient period of time and the results should be
reported to the citizens Consensus group for
further evaluation and refinement.

Robinson 2009

VOTE
Yes No

22 0

22 0

22 1

We vote against any model that provides a
Robinson 2011 16comparison of districts by test results.

We recommend that this group commend the State
Board of Education for their efforts to involve the
citizens of Ohio in Search for Consensus and
discussion of the accountability models. But in the
future, we request that the State Board provide for Robinson 2025 27 0
broader participation, with much more background
material provided for each and every participant.
We are distressed that information on the
Accountability Models was so sparse.

A more representative cross-section of individuals
such as housewives, teachers, businessmen,
laborers, parents, social workers, students should Robinson 2025
work with the State Board of Education in formation
of background material in the accountability models.

Accountability must be a shared process among
eight groups, legislature, State Department, school,
community, parents, Boards of Education,
administrators, teachers and students. No one can
be held accountable over something which he
does not have control and input.

We recommend that at least three committees be
appointed, composed of practicing educators in
public education, to consider how the negotiation of
accountability contracts as included in Account-
ability Model I might be more practical and less
cumbersome, providing an opportunity for input on
the part of those people who would implement it
accepted. These committees are to include
representatives of all personnel who would be
involved in this procedure representing at least the
urban, suburban and rural type districts. This should
be done prior to presentation of the legislature.
Further, this recommendation does not represent
an endorsement of any of the accountability models
presented.

We vote against any model that provides a
comparison of districts by test results.

Robinson 2147

29 0

Robinson 2147 21 0

Robinson 2011

. :

16 0
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
FUTURE DIRECTIONS
OF EDUCATION IN OHIO
In deference to the long established tradition that schools in our country are close to
their constituency and the unparalleled cataclysmic changes in society. which have
tended to erode public confidence in all governmental institutions, a new approach to
citizen involvement in education has teen underway in Ohio during the past
fifteen months.

The fourth phase of the citizen involvement process was the statewide conference
on "Alternatives for Educational Redesign." This report contains the suggestions and
recommendations of the 1,500 Ohioans who engaged in dialogue during the full day
meeting. Other efforts which have been initiated in response to the statewide confer-
ence are in tour specific areas.

1

2

3

4

Restructuring of teacher education is the first priority. The initial step toward
the achievement of the objective is a conference involving the deans of the
53 Ohio teacher preparation institutions and representatives of lay and educa-
tion related organizations. Conference and discussion have been initiated
and a timeline for goals attainment has been set.

Task forces are now in the process of providing for a complete evaluation of
the 23 sets of State Board of Education standards. That process is being
coordinated by a 17 member ad hoc committee in the Department of Educa-
tion. Preliminary reviews of each set of standards are being conducted by
those agencies which administer them. A supplemental analysis of each set
of standards is also being undertaken by specially appointed task forces. This
three level approach to evaluation, which includes a timeline for completion
prior to the end of the year is expected to result in the development of a
compendium of standards organized and codified in accordance with new
knowledge and procedures which respond to the technological and urban
life style of the 1970's.

The third area of action is the distribution of this report to school officials for
implementation of appropriate suggestions or comments in individual school
districts. Earlier reports from local, county, and regional meetings were
returned to school personnel. A number of districts instituted locat efforts to
expand upon earlier meetings. It is hoped that this report might provide the
basis for further constructive discussion in each of Ohio's 620 school districts.

Recommendations to the General Assembly for legislative action based upon
data from the April 28th meeting. the review of all State Board of Education
standards. including teacher education standards, and suggestions from local
school officials comprise the fourth area of action resulting from the state
meeting

The data from all previous meetings, the commitment to involve citizens in charting the
course of education and the citizen participation process to redesign education offers
a basis for substantial restoration of public confidence in the scnools of Ohio. The
past years efforts reflect the need for a massive redesign of education to serve
effectively all the children of all the people in a rapidly changing complex economy and
style of living. This renewal of public participation and confidence, hopefully, will
enhance the efforts of the schools of Ohio to attain new heights of effectiveness and
will reestablish the prideful tradition of local control and citizen commitment for

improvement which has characterized Ohio's educational heritage

leir
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